Social Validation of a Creativity Measure by Bennett, Elizabeth Kay
University of Tennessee, Knoxville 
TRACE: Tennessee Research and Creative 
Exchange 
Masters Theses Graduate School 
12-1988 
Social Validation of a Creativity Measure 
Elizabeth Kay Bennett 
University of Tennessee, Knoxville 
Follow this and additional works at: https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_gradthes 
 Part of the Social Work Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Bennett, Elizabeth Kay, "Social Validation of a Creativity Measure. " Master's Thesis, University of 
Tennessee, 1988. 
https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_gradthes/4319 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at TRACE: Tennessee Research and 
Creative Exchange. It has been accepted for inclusion in Masters Theses by an authorized administrator of TRACE: 
Tennessee Research and Creative Exchange. For more information, please contact trace@utk.edu. 
To the Graduate Council: 
I am submitting herewith a thesis written by Elizabeth Kay Bennett entitled "Social Validation of 
a Creativity Measure." I have examined the final electronic copy of this thesis for form and 
content and recommend that it be accepted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the 
degree of Master of Science, with a major in Child and Family Studies. 
Deborah W. Tegano, Major Professor 
We have read this thesis and recommend its acceptance: 
Jan Allen, Thomas N. Turner 
Accepted for the Council: 
Carolyn R. Hodges 
Vice Provost and Dean of the Graduate School 
(Original signatures are on file with official student records.) 
To the Graduate Council: 
I am submitting herewith a thesis written by Elizabeth Kay 
Bennett entitled "Social Validation of a Creativity 
Measure." I have examined the final copy of this thesis 
for form and content and recommend that it be accepted in 
partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
Master of Science, with a major in Child and Family 
studies. 
Deborah w. Tegano,jorProfessor 
We have read this thesis 
and recommend its acceptance: 
Accepted for the Council: 
Vice Provost 
and Dean of The Graduate School 
STATEMENT OF PERMISSION TO USE 
In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of 
the requirements for a Master's degree at The University of 
Tennessee, Knoxville, I agree that the Library shall make 
it available to borrowers under rules of the Library. 
Brief quotations from this thesis are allowable without 
special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment 
of source is made. 
Permission for extensive quotation from or 
reproduction of this thesis may be granted by my major 
professor, or in her absence, by the Head of Interlibrary 
Services when, in the opinion of either, the proposed use 
of the material is for scholarly purposes. Any copying or 
use of the material in this thesis for financial gain shall 
not be allowed without my written permission. 
signature __ �_.....,... ......... �-..-..-................. al[..__ _______ _ 
Date __ ��f-o_..,.YKJ,.a.(�....._----} .. ,_\� ......f?B ......... ________ _ 
SOCIAL VALIDATION OF A 
CREATIVITY MEASURE 
A Thesis 
Presented for the 
Master of Science 
Degree 
The University of Tennessee, Knoxville 
Elizabeth Kay Bennett 
December 1988 
DEDICATION 
I would like to dedicate this thesis to my parents 





There are several people I wish to thank for their 
assistance in the completion of this research. Without the 
productive brainstorming sessions and the tremendous 
support of SPARC, the Child and Family Studies creativity 
research group, many of the ideas expressed in this thesis 
would have remained unexplored. 
I would like to thank my committee members, Dr. Jan 
Allen and Dr. Tom Turner, for their comments, critiques, 
and suggestions. 
To Dr. Debbie Tegano, my major professor and friend, I 
wish to express my deepest appreciation. Her 
encouragement, support, energy, and enthusiasm have helped 
me see my abilities and potential. 
iv 
ABSTRACT 
A series of three rating forms, based on the 
Developmental-Ecological Model of Creative Potential in 
Young Children (Moran, Sawyers & Tegano, 1987), and a 
checklist were designed to assist preschool teachers in 
identifying creative children. The rating forms and 
checklist were completed, one per day for four consecutive 
days, by 15 teachers who were unaware that they were rating 
creative behaviors. The Multidimensional Stimulus Fluency 
Measure (MSFM), a measure of young children's creative 
potential, and an IQ test were individually administered to 
the 40 children involved. Correlations were computed to 
assess the relationships of IQ and creativity, as measured 
by the MSFM, to the rating forms. Both the MSFM and the 
rating forms were internally consistent. Thirteen items 
out of 59 displayed strong internal consistency �nd were 
significantly correlated with original scores but not with 
IQ scores. Only 5 of the 59 items correlated significantly 
with IQ. This may be related to the design of the study or 
to poor wording of the items. It is concluded that the 
teacher rating forms may provide additional information, 
related to personality, cognition and context, to teachers 
in the identification of creative potential in young 
children. 
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The American educational system is experiencing a 
revival of the fundamental, traditional values of past 
decades. More emphasis is being placed on traditional 
education: reading, writing, and arithmetic. Reports from 
committees such as the Carnegie Forum have provided an 
impetus for "back to basics" education (Naisbitt, 1982). 
With a more traditional, structured approach being 
taken by educators, it is possible that individualism and 
critical thinking skills may suffer. Somewhere in the 
education process it is imperative that creative thinking 
skills be identified and fostered. Formal education now 
begins at kindergarten. The prekindergarten years offer a 
feasible time to begin to identify children's creative 
potential (Moran, Milgram, Sawyers & Fu, 1983). 
The 1970 White House Conference on Children 
recommended that educators reassess the importance of the 
identification and development of creativity in children. 
A logical and pragmatic method of identification is teacher 
judgment. A few studies, such as Swenson (1978), Runco 
(1984), and Nicholson & Moran (1986), have focused on 
untrained teachers' ratings of creativity in children. 
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An issue that concerns the use of teacher ratings for 
the identification of creative potential in young children 
is that of the creativity-intelligence distinction. This 
topic continues to appear in the literature. Empirical 
information on this issue indicates that creativity and 
intelligence, although related, may be differentiated as 
constructs (Getzels & Jackson, 1962). The exact components 
of creativity have yet to be clearly pinpointed. This is 
in contrast to the information available on intelligence 
after decades of research and theory. Research has shown 
that measures of divergent thinking (a component of 
creativity) and convergent thinking (IQ) are not 
significantly correlated (Wallach & Kogan, 1965). 
In order to encourage creative thinking skills, 
teachers need to be able to identify the associated 
behaviors. Therefore, there need to be valid measures for 
teacher judgments of creative potential in young children 
that allow teachers to distinguish between intelligence and 
creativity in young children. An efficient rating form 
that describes cognitive, personality, and contextual 
characteristics of creative and/or intelligent children may 




Creativity is a process that develops as higher levels 
of cognitive functioning are attained. such components of 
creativity as problem-generation, idea and solution 
generation, evaluation, and production, emerge as cognitive 
abilities expand and become more advanced and complex. The 
Developmental-Ecological Model of Creative Potential in 
Young Children (DEModel) (Sawyers, Moran & Tegano, 1987) is 
a measure of creative abilities which is based upon the 
developmental definition of creativity (see Appendix A). 
The model reflects the view that the development of 
creative abilities proceeds in a hierarchical fashion and 
recognizes the influence of environmental and personality 
factors upon development as well. The cognitive factors 
that are addressed in the model include information, 
attention, and fantasy. The environmental factors include 
contextual elements such as play opportunities and external 
constraints like reward, choice, time and materials. The 
personality variables include risktaking, conformity, 
temperament and locus of control. The assumption in the 
model is that creative potential in young children can be 
assessed by measuring the generation of ideas, or 
ideational fluency. Because this model represents factors 
other than cognition in describing influences on creative 
potential, the Developmental-Ecological Model of Creative 
Potential in Young Children is an appropriate basis for 
assessing a wider range of classroom behaviors that relate 
to the creative potential in young children. 
conceptual Definitions 
The Developmental-Ecological Model of Creative 
Potential in Young children defines creativity as "the 
interpersonal and intrapersonal process by means of which 
original, high quality, and genuinely significant products 
are developed" (Sawyers, Moran & Tegano, 1987, p. 3). The 
operational definition of creativity, for the purpose of 
this study, is ideational fluency, or the generation of 
many ideas. 
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The research methodology upon which this project is 
based is referred to as social validation. Social 
validation is defined as "the extent to which a traditional 
objective psychometric evaluation agrees with or predicts 
the subjective judgment of teachers, parents, supervisors, 
or 'significant others'" (Runco, 1984, p. 711). Social 
validity has been shown to be an effective methodology for 
assessing constructs, such as creativity, which may be 
difficult to define (Kazdin, 1977; Twardosz, Schwartz, Fox 
& Cunningham, 1979; Runco, 1984). 
Assumptions and Limitations 
The major assumption of this study is that teachers 
have sufficient classroom observational skills to complete 
the rating forms accurately. Another assumption is that 
teachers will be motivated to conscientiously complete the 
surveys. 
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The major limitation recognized by the researcher is 
that teachers may not always follow the directions for the 
rating forms which require that they confine their ratings 
to their impressions of the child on the day the rating 
form is to be completed. It is natural for teachers to 
make inferences based on their past knowledge of the 
children in their class. Both verbal and written direction 
and a request to describe examples will minimi�e this 
limitation. 
Objectives 
The objectives of this project are (a) to develop an 
efficient and feasible set of rating forms that effectively 
enable teachers to observe behaviors associated with 
creative potential in young children, which is defined as 
ideational fluency and measured by the Multidimensional 
Stimulus Fluency Measure; and (b) to determine if the 
creative potential in young children is related to 
cognitive, personality, and contextual domains as measured 
by a teacher rating scale. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Since the early 1950's, an increasing number of 
researchers have studied the creative person. Beginning 
with retrospective and historical accounts of the lives of 
people judged to be creative in their respective fields, 
the focus of research in creativity was on the adult who 
had succeeded in making original and useful products and on 
creative adolescents and elementary school children. 
More recently, however, researchers have begun to 
consider creativity in young children. Rather than 
focusing on children's products as indices of creativity, 
these researchers have attempted to analyze young 
children's creative potential. Creativity, as defined in 
this research, is ''the interpersonal and intrapersonal 
process by means of which original, high quality and 
genuinely significant products are developed" (Moran, 
Sawyers & Tegano, 1987, p. 3). Thus, the criterion for 
creativity changes with development: the criterion is 
originality for young children, quality of product in older 
children, and significance based on societal evaluation for 
adults (Moran, Sawyers & Tegano). 
Creativity is an important aspect of human behavior 
that merits attention. Guilford (1950), in his 
7 
presidential address to the American Psychological 
Association, spoke of the "appalling neglect" of research 
in creativity. He pointed out that in order to ensure 
future innovative thoughts and actions schools should 
encourage the development of creative behaviors. Guilford 
emphasized the importance of developing and facilitating 
creative behaviors in children in response to movements 
that exerted pressures for conformity in schools. 
Other researchers agreed with Guilford's observations. 
Getzels wrote, "creativity is one of the most highly valued 
of human qualities" (Getzels & Jackson, 1962, p. vii). 
Wallach and Kogan (1965), Torrance (1981), and Treffinger, 
Isaksen and Firestien (1982) also emphasized the necessity 
of facilitating creativity in children. Parnes (1966) 
indicated that the emphasis in education has been on 
creative teaching rather than on the development of 
creative behaviors. 
The creativity and Intelligence Distinction 
Guilford's structure of the Intellect 
Is it possible to separate creative abilities and 
processes from those associated with intelligence? In the 
early 1950's, J. P. Guilford and his associates began 
working on a model of human intelligence that shows this 
distinction. There are three components of the structure 
of the Intellect (SOI), contents, products, and operations, 
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and 150 unique mental abilities that are defined as 
functions of all three of the basic components of 
intelligence (Guilford, 1956). Of the 150 abilities shown 
by the model, 120 have been demonstrated through factor 
analysis. The remaining 30 have yet to receive as much 
research attention (Guilford, 1977). 
The operations component of the SOI model consists of 
cognition, memory, productive thinking, and evaluation, all 
of which play important roles in creative thinking 
(Guilford, 1956). Cognition is the structuring of 
perceived information and memory is the storage of 
cognitive information. Productive thinking, the retrieval 
of stored information from memory, is divided into two 
distinct processes: divergent thinking and convergent 
thinking. Divergent thinking is a broad search of the 
memory in which there is no one, unique, "right" or "wrong" 
answer or solution. This type of thinking involves looking 
in many places and areas for possible solutions. on the 
other hand, convergent thinking is a more focused memory 
search for the one correct answer or solution. Therefore, 
all convergent thinking is channeled toward the one "right" 
answer (Davis, 1986). Evaluation, the final factor of 
operations, follows each operation (Guilford, 1956). It is 
easy to see the origin of the difficulty in distinguishing 
between intelligence, which is typically measured by 
convergent thinking, and creativity, which is typically 
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measured by divergent thinking. Yet, according to 
Guilford's model, these two thought processes are focused 
in similar content, product and operations. 
Creative thinking involves divergent thinking 
abilities and content and product factors (Guilford, 1956). 
The creative thinker must be able to conduct a broad, 
nonexclusive memory search and use existing knowledge to 
transform things and ideas into viable solutions and 
answers. Of Guilford's eight subprocesses of divergent 
thinking, three relate to young children's creative 
potential as measured by ideational fluency, the ability to 
generate many answers. These are: fluency, the ability to 
generate ideas that meet particular requirements such as 
color, size, or shape; flexibility, the ability to vary 
categories of responses; and originality, the statistical 
frequency of the response. 
This research will focus on the measurement of fluency 
and originality in the assessment of the creative potential 
of young children; however, flexibility will not be 
assessed in this research. 
Multidimensional stimulus Fluency Measure 
The measurement of creativity in young children is a 
relatively new field with most of the research taking place 
in the last decade. The Multidimensional Stimulus Fluency 
Measure (MSFM) (Moran, Milgram, Sawyers & Fu, 1983a), based 
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on the work of Wallach and Kogan (1965), Ward (1968, 1969), 
and Starkweather (1964, 1971), is a measure of creative 
potential of young children (see Appendix B). The MSFM 
consists of three subtests: Unusual Uses, Instances, and 
Pattern meanings. The Unusual Uses subtest requires 
children to name all the possible uses that they can think 
of for a familiar item such as a box; the Instances subtest 
requires children to name items that have a certain feature 
in common such as being round; and the Pattern meanings 
subtest has the children generate things that three­
dimensional patterns could be. The test allows for 
adequate warm-up, is individually administered, and is 
untimed. It is scored for both fluency and originality. 
Originality is defined as those responses given by fewer 
than 5 percent of the normed population (Godwin & Moran, 
1988). 
Tegano, Moran, and Godwin (1986) point out that 
assessments of creativity in children may serve several 
purposes by emphasizing (a) the positive aspects of 
creativity, (b) the importance of a "'no right-or-wrong' 
approach, " (c) an explanation for unusual classroom 
behavior of the creative child, and (d) the process of 
creativity. 
The MSFM is a reliable and valid measure of ideational 
fluency for preschool children. Godwin and Moran (1988) 
reports significant intertask correlations for both 
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originality (coefficients ranging from .34 to . 65) and 
total fluency (coefficients ranging from . 32 to . 66). 
Scoring reliability for the originality and fluency scores 
range from . 91 to 1. 00 with correlation coefficients for 
the Uses subtest ranging from . 69 to . 99 (Godwin & Moran, 
1988). The scoring for the Uses subtest tends to require 
more judgment and therefore is considered more difficult to 
score. 
Validity for the MSFM was established by cross­
validation with Torrance's Thinking Creatively in Action 
and Movement (TCAM), another measure of creativity in young 
children (Tegano, Moran & Godwin, 1986; Torrance, 1981). A 
significant correlation coefficient of . 61 for total 
fluence scores was reported; the originality score, the 
preferred score on the MSFM, was significantly correlated 
with the total score, the preferred score on the TCAM. 
Intertask correlations ranged from . 35 to . 84, 
demonstrating construct validity (Tegano, Moran & Godwin, 
1986). 
Although reliable and valid measures of ideational 
fluency are available, creativity remains a difficult trait 
for teachers to assess. Individual administration of 
creativity tests to preschool children limits their 
usefulness in classroom situations. Furthermore, there is 
little research to show that measured ideational fluency is 
related to observable creative behaviors in preschool 
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children . Thus, even with valid and reliable measures of 
ideational fluency for preschool children, there remains a 
need for a more pragmatic validation of the measurement of 
creativity . 
social validation 
To socially validate a measure of creativity is to 
ascertain, by some observational method, whether or not 
that instrument really does assess or predict creative 
behavior (Wolf, 1978; Runco, 1984) . Tests can provide a 
certain amount and type of information that can be limited 
in scope. By including the behavioral observations of 
significant others who constitute part of the individual's 
society, such as teachers, parents, and peers, in the 
assessment process, a much broader picture of the desired 
construct can be drawn (Runco, 1984). According to Wolf 
(1978), social validation has three purposes . First, the 
instrument must be shown to measure goals that are socially 
significant . Are these goals important to either society 
in general or a specific? Second, the measure must be 
deemed appropriate by those involved. Are the procedures 
acceptable by those who administer them and those to whom 
they are administered? Third, the effects of the measure 
must be socially important. Do the results meet with the 
user's approval? 
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Twardosz, Schwartz, Fox, and Cunningham (1979) 
designed a measure based on the principles of social 
validation to assess the expression of affectionate 
behavior in daycare settings. The results of this 
procedure indicate that social validation is a valid and 
reliable means of measuring a complicated construct such as 
affectionate behavior. 
Kazdin (1977) used a social validation procedure to 
assess behavior change as a result of therapeutic 
techniques. Through peer comparisons, the method of social 
validation provided an attempt to quantify the degree of 
behavior change resulting from therapeutic treatment. This 
study also pointed to the usefulness of the social 
validation technique in measuring differences. 
Creativity is a construct similar to the constructs of 
affectionate behaviors and the effectiveness of therapeutic 
techniques in that a universal definition has yet to be 
agreed upon; and therefore social validation seems 
appropriate. Affectionate behavior, therapeutic techniques 
and creative potential are terms that are intuitively 
understood, but not always easily defined. Social 
validation procedures lend credence to the measurement of 
these behaviors. 
Runco (1984) designed a study to show the merits of 
using social validation with the construct of creativity 
and to assess the social validity of divergent thinking 
tests. In this project, 240 intermediate school children 
were used as a representative sample of "gifted, " 
"talented, " and "nongifted" children. This sample was an 
ethnic representation of Hispanic, Asian, and White 
children. Each of the six teachers involved, whose mean 
time of teaching was nine years, four months, had either 
received a Master's degree or were in the process of 
obtaining their Master's. 
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The questionnaire developed for Runco's study, The 
Teacher's Evaluation of Student's Creativity, consisted of 
25 descriptive items. The items were compiled from a 
survey taken by a group of "naive student teachers" (Runco, 
1984, p. 713) who were asked to give synonyms of 
creativity, list behaviors of creative children, and list 
personality traits common to creative students. The 
statistically popular responses, 20 in all, were used along 
with the adjective "creative. " Antonyms of four of the 
responses were included to avoid a response set. The items 
were preceded in the checklist by the phrase, "to what 
degree, or how often is this child . . .  " and followed by a 
Likert scale of seven choices, ranging from (1) "rarely" to 
( 7) "extremely" (Runco, 19 8 4) . 
Creativity measures, consisting of a test of fluency 
and a test of originality, adapted from Wallach and Kogan 
(1965) were administered to the children and questionnaires 
were completed by the teachers. The teachers' evaluations 
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were assessed and found to .be reliable: alpha was . 96 
overall, with tests of internal reliability ranging from 
. 91 to . 97. Age and sex effects were not significantly 
related to teacher evaluations. Reliabilities of the 
divergent thinking tests were measured with the average 
inter-item correlation of . 64 for fluency and . 59 for 
originality and the average intertest correlation of . 65 
for fluency and . 36 for originality. To assess 
discriminant validity of the teacher evaluations, 
correlations were calculated between the evaluations and IQ 
scores. Coefficients were negative and nonsignificant for 
gifted children and talented children. No information was 
given for the control group. 
The social validity of the creativity measures was 
assessed by obtaining a correlation between the composite 
fluency and originality scores and the teacher evaluations. 
Significant correlations were found for all three groups of 
children. As shown by these significant correlations, the 
Wallach and Kogan adaptations have social validity. They 
accurately reflect the list of synonyms for behaviors and 
personality traits common to creative students that the 
teachers see in their intermediate school students on a 
day-to-day basis. 
A study that assessed the relationship between 
teachers' ratings of intelligence and creativity indicated 
that preschool teachers' judgments of children's creativity 
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were influenced by intelligence factors (Nicholson & Moran, 
1986). In this study, teachers were not able to 
distinguish between creative children and intelligent 
children. Preschool teachers were asked to rate their 
students on creativity and desirability. A definition of 
creativity was given to the teachers, and they were then 
asked to rate each child on a five-point scale. The 
teachers were then asked to list the three or four most and 
least creative students. In rating desirability, the 
teachers were asked to use the five-point scale to indicate 
how much they enjoyed having each child in their 
classrooms. They were also asked the most and least 
desirable students in their classrooms. The MSFM was 
administered to evaluate creative potential and the 
Information and Picture Completion subtests of the Wechsler 
Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence were 
administered for an IQ score. The results indicated that 
the teachers were rating intelligence and desirability 
rather than creativity (Nicholson & Moran, 1986). 
Nicholson and Moran suggested that a social validation 
method such as Runco's (1984) be used to assist teachers in 
discriminating between IQ and creativity by providing more 
specific behavioral definitions of creativity. Because it 
appears that teachers are unable to discriminate between 
creativity and intelligence when given a single definition 
of creativity, there is a need for a measure that better 
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describes creative behaviors. A rating form could provide 
a guide to identification of creative preschoolers and also 
raise teacher awareness of cognitive styles, personality 
traits, and play environments associated with fostering the 
creative potential of young children. 
summary 
Intelligence and creativity are thought to be two 
distinct constructs. In order to aid the identification 
and facilitation of creative young children, it is 
necessary for teachers to be able to distinguish between 
these two constructs. The social validation process may 
assist in the early identification of creative behavior in 
young children. 
The MSFM is a proven valid and reliable measure of the 
creative potential of preschool children where ideational 
fluency is the criterion. The instrument is easy to 
administer and because it is presented in a game-like, 
nonpressured manner, it can be an enjoyable experience for 
children. The social validation process involves 
empirically examining a checklist of descriptors of 
creative potential. This assessment process will provide 
essential information for the identification and study of 
creative potential in young children, while increasing 
teachers' awareness of behavioral indicators of creative 
potenti�l in young children. This study will contribute to 
the development of a valid teacher rating scale for 
assisting in the identification of cognitive, personality 
and contextual variables which are related to creativity 




METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study was twofold: (a) to 
socially validate the Multidimensional Stimulus Fluency 
Measure, and (b) to develop an efficient, valid, and 
reliable rating form that assists teachers in 
distinguishing between certain behaviors in highly creative 
and highly intelligent young children. It is important for 
teachers to be able to distinguish between children who are 
creative and/or children who are intelligent in order to 
design and implement the appropriate curricula to 
facilitate the creative potential of young children. 
Likewise, social validation provides additional important 
information from people with whom the children interact on 
a consistent basis such as teachers (Runco, 1984). 
Research Questions 
1. How is the creative potential of young children, 
as measured by the Multidimensional Stimulus 
Fluency Measure, related to the cognitive, 
personality, and contextual variables as measured 
by a teacher rating scale? 
2 .  Does the teacher rating scale effectively 




The original sample of teachers consisted of 17 
teachers who were recruited from a group of local 
preschools and child care centers . In each classroom, the 
preschool teacher and/or teacher's aide who volunteered to 
participate were given a detailed letter of explanation and 
a detailed consent form to sign (see Appendix C). During 
data collection, one teacher withdrew due to time 
constraints . As data were being analyzed, another 
teacher's rating forms and checklist were dropped based 
upon a series of incomplete rating forms. The final sample 
of teachers was 15 . 
The teachers represented a range of experience and 
education . The mean length of time in the teaching 
profession was 53.5 months, ranging from 2 months to 126 
months . The educational experience ranged from high school 
graduates to teachers who had pursued post-baccalaureate 
degrees . Three of the teachers had high school degrees; 
three had achieved CDA's; seven had earned bachelor's 
degrees in a child care related field; and two had studied 
beyond a bachelor's degree . Twelve of the teachers were 
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classroom teachers, one was a teacher's aide, and two were 
administrators. 
Explanatory letters and detailed consent forms were 
also sent to the parents or legal guardians of each child 
in the chosen classrooms (see Appendix C). Fifty children 
were randomly chosen from those who returned informed 
consent letters. During the course of the study, 10 
children had to be dropped for a variety of reasons. Four 
children were dropped due to illness that prevented them 
from attending school during testing times. Data for two 
children could not be included because they were six years 
old at the time of testing, and the testing norms were 
valid for children under six. Two additional children 
chose not to participate at the time of testing. One child 
was not included because of participation in special 
classes that conflicted with testing times. One child was 
too young to obtain an IQ score according to the Tellegren 
and Briggs (1967) formulas for extrapolating WPPSI scores. 
The final sample consisted of 40 children, 18 males 
and 22 females ranging in age from 46 months to 66 months 
with a mean age of 55. 1 months. IQ scores ranged from 91 
to 143, with a mean score of 113. 9. 
Instruments 
Three instruments were used in this study . Two were 
designed for direct use with young children, the 
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Multidimensional Stimulus Fluency Measure and the 
Information and Picture completion subscales of the 
Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence (see 
Appendix D). Three teacher rating forms and a checklist 
comprised the third measure. Rating forms A, B, and C (see 
Appendix E) were designed for this study. The checklist, 
part D, was Runco's (1984) checklist of creative behaviors 
in young children (see Appendix E). 
Development of Teacher Rating Forms 
The rating forms A, B, and C combined a variety of 
adjectives and descriptive phrases taken from the 
literature and a panel of experts. This panel of experts 
was comprised of 15 teachers of young children and/or child 
development students who had all recently taken a graduate 
level course on creativity and young children. Members of 
this group completed an open-ended survey (see Appendix F) 
that asked for short descriptive phrases of the creative 
young child in four specific areas: Personality, 
Cognition, Play, and Environment. These areas were derived 
from the Developmental-Ecological Model of Creative 
Potential in Young Children (Sawyers, Moran & Tegano, 
1988). 
One follow-up mailing was done. When a sufficient 
number of the surveys were returned, 15 or 45. 7%, the 
descriptive phrases were categorized according to 
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components of the DEModel; that is, the teachers' 
descriptive phrases were judged with regard to how closely 
they fit into the components of the model. 
In addition to the teacher surveys, a review of the 
existing checklists of creative potential in young children 
was completed (Renzulli & Hartman, 1971; Starkweather, 
1971; Dowling, 1972; Fuqua, Bartsch & Phye, 1975; 
Lieberman, 1977; Moran, et al. , 1983; Runco, 1984; Catron, 
1987). Items that met at least one of three criteria were 
then selected for inclusion on the rating forms. These 
criteria were: (1) greater than 20% of the panel surveyed 
listed this or a similar response, (2) listed by less than 
20% of the panel surveyed but substantiated by the 
literature, and (3) did not appear in the teachers' surveys 
but substantiated by the literature. The criteria by which 
each item was included is shown in Appendix E. For the 
final form, five of the items were reworded to create 
antonyms to avoid response sets. The rating forms followed 
the domains of the DEModel: Personality (including risk 
taking, conformity, locus of control, and temperament), 
Cognition (including fantasy, IQ, curiosity, attention, and 
cognitive style) and Contextual (including curriculum and 
play). 
The checklist was taken from the design of Runco's 
(1984) study of social validation and teacher judgments of 
creativity in young children. It contained 25 descriptors 
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of the creative child, including four opposites and the 
word "creative. " Runco' s checklist was developed in a 
similar manner, using descriptors obtained from a similar 
panel of experts. Instead of using a Likert-scale, 
however, a Yes/No response format was used. 
Before the checklists were given to the selected 
preschool teachers and teacher' s aides, they were validated 
by another panel of experts. This panel consisted of eight 
university professors, teachers of young children, and 
graduate students who were not involved in this study. 
Administration of the Rating Forms and checklist 
The rating forms and checklist were designed to be 
completed one per day for a period of four consecutive 
days. In this way, the instruments were less likely to be 
associated with the construct of "creativity" than if a 
teacher were given all four instruments in one day. In 
addition, a 9-13 item rating form can be more manageable 
than 34 items, and therefore, a teacher's opportunity to 
make accurate observations could be maximized. The 
directions given to the teachers for the rating forms were 
as follows: 
Please read each statement carefully. Watch the 
child today. Keeping the individual child in 
mind, check the response which typifies your 
impression of the child today. Use the comment 
sections to give examples or reasons that justify 
your ratings. 
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The teachers and teacher aides were given one rating form 
or checklist each day. Each teacher and teacher's aide was 
asked to rate each item on a five-point Likert scale: (1) 
Never, (2) Rarely, (3) Sometimes, (4) Frequently, (5) 
Always. In addition, they were asked to complete a comment 
section following each item to justify or explain why each 
rating was chosen. Space for additional comments was at 
the end of each rating form. 
The directions for Part D, the checklist, were as 
follows: 
Please read over the following list of 
adjectives. Keeping the individual child in 
mind, circle the adjective(s) that best describe 
him or her. 
Multidimensional stimulus Fluency Measure 
The Multidimensional Stimulus Fluency Measure (MFSM), 
based on the work of Wallach and Kogan (1965), Ward (1968, 
1969), and Starkweather (1964, 1971), was designed to 
measure the creative potential in young children, 
identified as ideational fluency in the DEModel. The MFSM 
consists of three tasks: Unusual Uses, Instances, and 
Pattern Meanings. The Unusual Uses task requires the child 
to name all of the uses he or she can think of for a 
specified stimulus. For the Instances task, the child is 
asked to name all the items he or she can think of that 
have a specific feature. The third task, Pattern Meanings, 
allows the child to look at and handle three-dimensional 
shapes and name all the things they can be. The MSFM is 
scored for fluency and originality. The test is 
individually administered in a game-like manner according 
to established protocols. 
Wechsler Preschool and Primary scale of Intelligence 
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The IQ scores were obtained by administering two 
subtests of the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of 
Intelligence (WPPSI), the Information and Picture 
Completion subtests. Scores were extrapolated according to 
procedures established by Tellegen and Briggs (1967). The 
WPPSI was individually administered to each child. 
Validity and reliability information is reported in the 
manual (Weschler, 1967). 
Procedure 
Upon receipt of parental consent, each of the selected 
children in the sample was given the MSFM and the WPPSI 
subtests. Each child was asked individually if he or she 
would like to come with the tester and "play some games. " 
The MSFM was administered first, followed by the WPPSI 
subtests. Care was taken to ensure that all the subjects 
in each center were tested in the same research setting, 
thus minimizing the effects of context in the child's 
ability to generate ideas. If any of the children refused 
or showed signs of distress, the procedure was stopped and 
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the child was no longer considered for further 
participation and suffered no penalty for withdrawing. Two 
of the 53 children in the original sample chose not to 
leave their classes and participate. 
The participating teachers and teacher's aides were 
asked to complete three rating forms and one checklist, one 
a day for four consecutive days. The rating forms and 
checklist were delivered to them in the morning of each 
specific day and picked up the following day, with the 
exception of a center being closed for religious holidays 
or field trips or the teacher being out due to illness. In 
these cases, the forms were delivered and collected as soon 
as possible following the center's reopening or the 
teacher's returning to work. 
summary 
In order to assess the cognitive, contextual and 
personality variables of creative behaviors and to assist 
teachers in the identification of creative potential in 
young children, a series of rating forms and a checklist 
were developed. Creativity scores, measured as original 
scores on the MSFM, and IQ were obtained on 51 children. 
Fifteen teachers completed a series of three rating forms 
and a checklist, one a day for four days, for each of the 
participating children in their classrooms. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Multidimensional stimulus Fluency Measure 
Interscorer Reliability 
The interscorer reliability was calculated for both 
total popular scores and original scores and are reported 
as 98. 1% and 99. 66%, respectively. 
construct validity 
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Internal consistency on the MSFM and correlations with 
IQ, total originality scores, and total popular scores are 
reported in Table 1. All correlations between originality 
scores on the subtests of the MSFM and IQ were 
nonsignificant and were less than the intercorrelations 
between the subtests of the MSFM. These correlations 
demonstrate discriminative validity in that the MSFM is not 
measuring IQ . 
The Rating forms and checklist 
Interrater Reliability 
The reliability of items on the rating forms was 
assessed by paired T-tests. Each of 22 subjects was rated 
by two teachers and paired T-tests were then run on the 
three rating forms and the checklist for these subjects 
Table 1. Intercorrelations on Subtests of Multidimensional Stimulus 
Fluency Measure. 
IO uo PX IX ux TOT TX IO 
PO .51**** .53**** .28 .18 .36*** .79**** .39*** -.04 
IO .59**** .28** .40*** .43**** .83**** .53**** .02 
uo .18 .30** .61**** .88**** .55**** -.09 
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N.,Qll: PO Pattern meanings, original scores 
IO Instances, original scores 
UO Uses, original scores 
PX Pattern meanings, popular scores 
IX Instances, popular scores 
UX = Uses, popular scores 
TOT = Total original scores 













.36*** .78**** .19* 
.57**** .69**** -.06 
.60**** -.05 
.18 
(see Table 2) . Significant differences were found for 
items All, B2, C7, D15, and D23. Therefore, these items 
were judged to be unreliable descriptors of children's 




The reliability of the rating forms was also assessed 
by comparing similar items on the different rating forms. 
The correlations of the four pairs are reported in Table 3. 
These correlations indicate the strength of the items 
across time. 
social validity 
To socially validate a measure of validity is to 
ascertain, by some observational method, whether or not 
that instrument really does assess or predict creative 
behaviors (Wolf, 1978; Runco, 1984). A series of rating 
forms and a checklist was used to examine the social 
validity of the MSFM. 
social validity of the Rating Forms and checklist 
The means and standard deviations of each item are 
reported in Table 4. Frequencies for checklist D are 
listed in Table 5 .  
Table 2. T-Tests of Rating Form Items and Checklist Items. 
Item T-yalue Item T-yalue 
Al -2.08* 01 -1.79* 
A2 -1.15 02 1.79* 
A3 -1.84 03 . 43 
A4 .36 04 0.00 
AS 2.21** 05 2.89 
A6 1.00 06 1.49 
A7 -1.49 07 1.00 
AB -1.00 08 0.00 
A9 - .29 09 0.00 
AlO - .80 010 1.94* 
All 2.61** 011 2.19** 
A12 1.49 012 1.94* 
A13 -1.49 013 o.oo 
014 1.49 
Bl - .84 015 2.39** 
B2 -3.61*** 016 o.oo 
B3 1.89* 017 0.00 
B4 o.oo 018 1.94* 
B5 1.00 019 1.00 
B6 .56 020 0.00 
B7 - .67 021 -1.00 
B8 - .61 022 1.40 
B9 -1.00 023 2.89** 
024 - .36 
Cl -1. 79* 025 1.00 
C2 - .17 
C3 -1.20 
C4 - .69 
cs -1.62 




ClO - .36 
Cll .64 
Cl2 -1.79* 
HQt.e.: * p� . 10 
** p� . 05 
*** p� . 01 
**** p� .001 
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Table 3 .  Inter-Rating Form Reliabilities . 
Item Description 





Child is imaginative , enjoys fantasy . 
Child is questioning , curious , wonders how 
things work . 
Child is interested in many things , is 
curious , questioning . 
Child is opinionated , outspoken , willing to 
talk openly and freely . 
All .  Child is shy , needs prompts to get involved 
with groups and group activities . +  
Al3 . Child is uninhibited , has a freewheeling 
style . 
r 
. 5 7* * * *  
. 74****  
. 3 9 * * *  
. 6 1* * * *  
�: +Indicates item was a reversal , an antonym of  a descriptor 
of a creative behavior . 
*P� . 10  
**P� . 05 
***P� . 01 
*** *P� . 00 1  
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Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations for 
Rating Form Items. 
Item Mean so N IO TOT TX 
Al 3 . 6 4  1 . 06 4  50  . 1 4 . 2 4 . 16 
A2 3 . 3 7 1 . 01 9  51 - . oo . 2 8* * . 06 
A3 3 . 75 . 7 96 51 - . 06 . 2 2 - . 2 4 *  
A4 3 . 4 8 . 97 4  5 0  . 21 . 1 8 . 2 7 * *  
AS 2 . 94 1 . 01 8  5 0  . 11 . 0 7 - . 0 4 
A6 3 . 45 1 . 1 3 7  51 . 18 . 3 3 * *  . 1 9  
A7 2 . 3 3 1 . 1 7 8  51 - . 0 4 . 11 . 04 
AS 3 . 2 7 1 . 0 7 8  51 - . 3 7* * *  . 21 . 2 3 *  
A9 3 . 24 . 992 51 . 11 . 3 0 * *  . 2 0 
AlO 3 . 61 1 . 0 21 51 - . 06 . 0 2 . 1 4 
All 3 . 6 9  1 . 0 86 51 - . 04 . 0 3 . 25*  
Al 2 3 . 4 3 . 90 0  51 - . 0 4 . 1 8  . 1 2  
A1 3 3 . 35 1 . 1 46 51 . 08 . 2 4 . 1 0 
Bl 3 . 3 3 . 931 51 . 05 . 3 2 * *  . 04 
B2  3 . 7 2 . 981 51 . 17 . 3 3 * * * *  . 2 2 *  
B 3  3 . 4 7 . 951 49 - . 1 8  . 36 * * *  . 2 0 
B4 3 . 4 2  1 . 0 3 2  50 . 00 . 1 4 . 08 
B5 3 . 4 2 1 . 0 3 2  5 0  . 1 7  . 0 4 . 05 
B6 2 . 90 . 97 4  5 0  - . 1 0  . 1 3  . 0 4 
B7 3 . 75 . 91 3  51 . 0 2 . 3 0 * *  . 1 3  
B8 2 . 75 . 956 51 . 0 3 . 3 0 * *  . 21 *  
B9 3 . 35 1 . 0 36 51 . 08 . 05 . 11 
Cl 4 . 3 0 . 61 4  5 0  - . 11 - . 1 2  - . 1 2  
C 2  3 . 3 4 . 895 50 . 2 4 *  - . 05 - . 0 3 
C3  3 . 6 4  . 898 5 0  . 1 7  . 27 * *  . 25*  
C4 2 . 6 8  1 . 0 7 7  50  . 0 2 . 35 * * *  . 2 4 *  
cs 3 . 35 . 855 49  . 04 . 35 * * *  . 1 3  
C6 3 . 25 . 93 4  48 - . 26 *  . 04 . 07 
C7 2 . 7 8 1 . 055 50 . 1 9 . 2 9* * . 1 2  
ca 3 . 1 8  1 . 0 93 49  . oo . 0 8 . oo 
C9 2 . 85 . 92 2  4 8  . 0 9 - . 11 - . 25*  
ClO  3 . 7 4 . 77 7  5 0  - . 2 7 * *  . 0 7 - . 1 7  
Cll 3 . 0 8 1 . 115 4 9  . 0 4 - . 0 8 - . 15 
Cl2 3 . 58  . 883 50  . 26 * *  . 19 . 21 *  
HQt.g :  * p� . 1  
* *  p� . 05 
* * *  p� . 01 
* * * *  p� . 001 
Table 5. Frequencies of Responses for Checklist Items. 
ft:�g:uenQ� 
Item Yes No 
Dl 25 26 
D2 3 6  15 
D3 16 3 5  
D4 16 3 5  
D5 14 3 7  
D6 4 4 7  
D7 3 4  7 
DB 3 5  16 
D9 19 3 2  
D10 6 4 5  
Dll 18 33 
D12 8 43 
D13 25 26 
D14 5 4 6  
D15 3 5  16 
D16 22 29 
D17 8 43 
D18 18 33 
D19 9 4 2  
D20 24 27 
D22 29 22 
D23 12 3 9  
D24 12 3 9  
D25 24 27 
3 4  
3 5  
Thirteen Selected Items 
Each item on the checklist was examined according to 
the relationship: (a) to the other items on the rating 
forms (see Appendix G); (b) to total original and popular 
scores on the MSFM (Table 4); and (c) to IQ (see Table 4) . 
Thirteen items were found to meet the following criteria: 
(a) Significant correlation with total originality score 
indicating a relationship between the teacher's rating 
of a child's behavior and measured original thinking 
(social validation) . 
(b) Correlations with greater than 50% of the other items 
on at least two of the three subscales , A, B, and c, 
indicating a degree of internal validity . 
These items are: 
AG . Child is opinionated, outspoken, willing to talk 
openly and freely . 
A9 . Child is a nonconformist, does things his or her 
own way . 
Bl . Child is verbally expressive , e . g . ,  makes up 
funny words . 
B2 . Child is interested in many things , is curious, 
questioning . 
BJ . Child is self-directed, self-motivated . 
B7 . Child is imaginative, enjoys fantasy . 
BS . Child engages in deliberate, systematic 
exploration , develops a plan of action . 
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C3 . Child likes to use his or her imagination in 
play, prefers pretend play . 
C5 . Child is innovative, inventive, resourceful . 
C7 . Child explores, experiments with objects, e . g . ,  
pulls things apart purposefully . 
D13 . Flexible . 
D24 . Good at designing things . 
D25 . Creative . 
Intercorrelations of the 13 items are listed in Table 6 .  
Two items, B2 and C7, met the preceding criteria but 
were found to have significant differences between raters 
(T = -3 . 61, p5 . 005; T = -3 . 13, p5 . 00 1, respectively) 
according to the T-tests . Another item, C4, had a 
positive, significant correlation with total originality 
scores; however, it did not show significant 
intercorrelations with greater than 50% of the items on any 
subscale . Later comparisons of C4 and the 13 items 
selected revealed nonsignificant correlations with 10 of 
the 13 items . This item was dropped . 
Relationship of MSFM to DEModel 
The 13 selected items were examined according to their 
respective categorization in the DEModel: Personality, 
Cognitive, and Contextual . The intercorrelations of the 
items within each of the three categories were examined 
(see Table 7) . The intercorrelations within the 
•ra ble  6 .  J nt e rcorr e l a t ions of Thi r teen Se l ected I tems . a 
A9 81 82 Bl B7 88 Cl cs C1 Dl l D24 D25 
1\6 . 6 0 *  * *.* . 4 2 * * * *  . 6 5 * * * *  . 38 * * *  . 4 4 * * * *  . 5 5 * * * *  . 1 0  . 3 2 * *  . 4 9 * * * *  . 0 4 - . 0 2 . 0 3 * *  
( 5 1 ) ( 5 1 ) ( 5 1 )  ( 4 9 )  ( 5 1 ) ( 5 1 ) ( 50 )  ( 4 9 )  ( 5 0  l ( 5 1 ) ( S l )  ( 5 1 1  
1\9 . 2 8 * *  . 3 3 * * * . 3 0 * *  . 3 5 * * *  . 2 3 * *  . 2 1 * * . 4 1 * * *  . 2 2 * . 2 4 * * - . 0 5 - . 0 1 
( 5 1 )  ( 5 1 )  ( 4 9  l I 5 1  l ( 5 1 )  ( 50 )  ( 4 9 )  1 5 0 l 1 5 1 1  ( 5 1  l ( 5 1 ) 
B l  . 52 * * * *  . 2 3 *  . 5 7 * * * * . 4 3 * * * *  . 3 2 * *  . 4 8 * * * *  . 3 4 * * *  . 0 1  • 1 5  . 2 1 *  
( 5 1 )  ( 4 9  l ( S l ) ( 5 1 ) ( SO )  ( 4 9  l ( 50 )  I 5 1  l 1 5 1 )  ( 5 1 ) 
B2  . 4 0 * * * *  . 4 6 * * * * . 6 7 * * * * . 2 5 * *  . 4 5 * * * * . 4 9 * * * * • 0 1  . 0 4 - . 1 8 *  
( 4 9  l I 51 l 1 5 1 )  ( S O )  ( 5 0 )  ( so )  ( S l  l 1 5 1 )  ( 5 1  l 
I I .I . 4 0 * * *  . 5 5 * * *  . 3 6 * * *  . 5 9 * * * *  • 1 2  . 0 3  • 1 2  - . 0 8 
I 4 'J I 1 4 9 l ( 4 8  l ( 4 7  l I 4 8  l ( 4 9 )  ( 4 9  I 1 4 9 l 
U7  . 4 3 * * * *  . 5 5 * * * *  . 3 2 * *  . 3 0 * * . 0 7 . 1 0  . 1 3  
( 5 1  l I SO l 1 4 9 )  1 5 0 )  I 5 1  l 1 5 1 )  ( 5 1 ) 
I IH . 1 0 . 4 9 * * * *  . 4 0 * * *  - . 0 6 - . o o . 0 8 
( 50 )  1 4 9 l ( S O )  ( 5 1 ) ( 5 1 )  ( S l  l 
C J  . 3 5 * * *  . 0 9 . 06 . 3 5 * *  - . 1 2  
1 4 9 l ( 50 l ( s o )  ( SO )  ( S O )  
C5 • 21 * . 0 2 . 1 2 - . 2 4 * *  
( -19 )  1 4 9 )  I 4 9  I ( 4 'J )  
C7 - . O S - . 0 3 . 2 2 *  
( 50 )  I 5 0  l ( s o )  
IJ I 3 . 2 0 *  . 1 8 
( S l l ( 5 1 )  
I J24  . 2 2 *  
( S l l 
IJ2 5  
Not_£ : acr i t er i a for se lect i on of i tems were s i g n i f icant cor r e la t i ons w i t h  tot a l  or i g i na l  scores on MSFM 
and corre l a t i ons wi t h  g rea t<• r  t han 5 0 1  of t he o t her  i tems 011  at l ea s t  two of t he t hree subsc:a les , 
A ,  B ,  and C • 
Numocr of sub ject s i n  pa rent lie.scs . 
• p� . 1  
• •  PS . 05 
* * *  P.S . 0 1  
• • • •  P.S . 001  
TOT 152 
. 3 3 * *  . 1 8 
( 5 1 ) ( 5 1 ) 
. 3 0 * * • l J  
( 51 )  I 5 1  l 
. 3 2 * * . O S 
I 5 1 ) ( 5 1  l 
. 3 1 * * *  . 1 7 
( 5 1  l ( 5 1  l 
. 3 6 * * *  - . 1 8 
( 5 1 )  ( 5 1  l 
. 3 0 * * . 0 2 
I 5 1  l ( 5 1 ) 
. 3 0 * * . 0 3 
( 5 1 ) ( s l )  
. 2 7 * * . 1 7  
( 5 1  l ( S 1 I 
. 3 5 * * *  . 0 4 
( 5 1 )  ( S l l 
. 2 9 * * . 1 9 
( 5 1 )  ( s l )  
. 2 5 *  . 0 4  
( 5 1 )  ( s l )  
. 3 6 * * *  . 2 4 
( 5 1 )  1 5 1 )  
. 2 5 * * - . 0 7 
( 5 1 ) ( 5 1  I 
w 
Table  7 .  I n tercorrelat ions  of I tems Wi thin the OEMode l Domains . 
A9 
Per•onality 
82- - �-----Cl 
A6 . 60 * * * *  . 6 5 * * * *  















H.Q..t..e: * P.S . 1  
u p.s . 05 
* * *  P.S . 01 
* * * *  P.S . 00 1  
. O l 
. 2 1 * 
. 2 5 * *  
C7 12 
. 4 9 * * * *  . 1 8 
. 2 2 •  . l l 
. 4 9 * * *  . 1 7  
. 0 9 . 1 7 
. 1 9 
82 
. 5 2 * * * *  
83 87 
. 2 3 * *  . 5 7 * * * *  
. 4 0 * * *  . 4 6 * * * *  
. 4 0 * * *  
Cognitive 
88 Cl 
. 4 3 * * * *  . 3 2 * * *  
. 67 * * * *  . 2 5 * *  
. 5 5 * * * *  . 36 * * *  
. 4 3 * * * *  . 5 5 * * * *  
. 1 0 
cs 
. 4 8 * * * *  
. 4 5 * * * *  
. 59 * * * *  
. 3 2 * * *  
. 4 9 * * * *  
. 3 5 * * *  
C7 
. 3 4 * * *  
. 4 9 * * * *  
. 1 2 
. 2 0 * *  
. 4 0 * * *  
. 09 
. 2 1 * 
12 
. 1 7 
. 1 7 
- . 1 8 
. 0 2 
. O J 
. 1 7 
. 0 4 
. 1 9  
contextual 
CS 
- C7 12 
. 3 5 * * *  . 09 . 1 7 
. 2 1 * . 0 4 




personality domain ranged from . 09 to . 65, with only 2 
intercorrelations out of 10 being nonsignificant. The 
intercorrelations for the cognitive domain ranged from . 09 
to . 67, with 3 out of 28 being nonsignificant 
intercorrelations. The intercorrelations within the 
contextual domain ranged from . 09 to . 35, with 1 
nonsignificant intercorrelation out of 3, indicating that 
this scale was not strong. 
Io versus creativity 
The correlations between the rating form items and 
total original scores, total popular scores and IQ 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the rating forms in 
discriminating between creative and intelligent 
preschoolers (see Table 4). For the 13 select items, all 
were significantly correlated with IQ (see Table 6). Of 
the total 34 items, only 5 items correlated significantly 
with IQ scores but not with original scores. These items 
were AS, C2, C6, ClO, and Cl2 (r=. 37, p=. 029 ; r=. 24, p= . 07 ;  
r=-. 26, p=. 06 ;  r=0. 27, p=. 05 ;  and r=. 26, p=. 05, 
respectively). 
summary 
The results indicate that behaviors associated with 
creative potential in young children can be classified 
according to the domains of the DEModel: cognitive, 
personality, and contextual. The 13 selected items 
demonstrate certain behaviors may be more closely related 
to creativity than intelligence. 




This chapter discusses the findings reported in 
4 1  
Chapter IV. The discussion is followed by the implications 
of this research and suggestions for future studies. 
Psychometrics 
Among the 34 rating form items and 25 checklist items, 
13 met the criteria that were established for selection. 
These descriptors of creative behaviors represented the 
three domains within the DEModel (personality, cognitive, 
and contextual) and were substantiated throughout the 
creativity literature and by teachers' classroom 
observations. None of the 13 items were correlated with 
intelligence. These items have been shown to discriminate 
between creativity and intelligence in this study. 
The interitem reliability demonstrated the strength of 
descriptors across time, from one day to the next, and 
served as checks of the reliability of teacher ratings. 
However, no items from rating form C were involved in the 
interitem reliability. This has been noted as a weakness 
in the research methodology. 
4 2  
creativity and Intelligence and the DEModel 
The present study found that only 5 items out of 3 4  
were correlated with IQ. In contrast, a similar study of 
teacher ratings of creativity by Nicholson and Moran ( 1 986 ) 
concluded that when given a definition of creativity and 
asked to describe children within a range of "extremely 
creative" to "extremely uncreative," teachers were more 
likely to choose the more intelligent children as creative. 
Rather than using a single definition of creativity, 
perhaps teachers need short phrases that are descriptive of 
creative behaviors to guide their identification of 
creative potential. The descriptors may provide a more 
precise distinction between the creative child and the 
intelligent child. 
When given brief descriptions, teachers may be able to 
look at more specific behaviors within a theoretical 
framework than when teachers are given only a single 
definition of creativity. The 1 3  selected items represent 
the three domains of the DEModel ( cognitive, personality, 
and contextual ) .  This model illustrates the numerous 
influences that may determine the creative potential in 
young children. The cognitive, personality and contextual 
variables, theoretically linked to creative potential, may 
be displayed in different ways and combinations in any 
child. Therefore, this rating form may be more effective 
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than a single definition for outlining creative behaviors 
in young children. Nicholson and Moran (1986) found no 
correlations between their teacher ratings and the measured 
creativity and suggested a study similar to the present 
study. 
While Nicholson and Moran (1986) found significant 
correlations between teacher ratings of creativity and IQ, 
Runco (1984) reported negative and nonsignificant 
correlations between teacher ratings of creativity and IQ 
in his sample of intermediate school-aged gifted children 
and talented children. The present study found, among the 
13 selected items, no correlations with IQ and significant 
correlations with original scores. While the present study 
attempted, in part, to replicate Runco's findings, similar 
results were not found. Only three of the checklist items 
correlated with creativity but not with IQ for 
preschoolers. One explanation for these results may be the 
differences in the two samples. While the methodologies 
were similar, Runco's sample consisted of intermediate 
school children and teachers who were highly educated. The 
present sample consisted of preschool age children and 
teachers with a wide variety of educational backgrounds. 
Another explanation may be that a more structured form 
of presentation, such as short descriptive phrases, is 
needed in order to assess creative potential in young 
children. Perhaps the less structured atmosphere of a 
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preschool classroom provides more opportunities to exhibit 
creative behaviors . Therefore, the more structured 
approach of short descriptive phrases may be the more 
appropriate means for teachers to recognize these 
behaviors. 
The differences in the results may also be explained 
by the use of the seven-point Likert scale in Runco's study 
versus the use of a Yes/No response choice in the present 
study. The biserial correlations associated with the 
Yes/No response are more difficult to interpret as opposed 
to the Likert scale. 
The five items that correlated with IQ were (a) " ·  
sensitive to others, thoughtful, " (b) " ·  . .  can find 
diverse uses for ordinary objects, • . .  , "  (c) " ·  . .  
content of child's stories . . .  related to things in 
environment . . .  , "  (d) " ·  . .  is joyful and spontaneous, " 
and (e) " ·  . .  chooses many activities . . . .  " They have 
no apparent interrelationship based upon their content. 
However, there are possible explanations for these items' 
correlations with IQ. The wording may have been confusing 
(two items were longer than most of the others) or too 
vague (e. g. , child is joyful, spontaneous). 
The correlations between the five items and IQ may 
have been a function of the methodology . Because four out 
of these five items were from rating form C, which was 
administered on the third day, teacher fatigue may have 
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played an important role. The teachers may have become 
less conscientious in completing the daily rating forms. 
Examination of the comment sections on the three rating 
forms revealed fewer teacher comments on rating form c than 
on rating forms A or B. Also , in their haste to complete 
the forms , the teachers may have attributed positively 
perceived descriptors to the intelligent children. 
Nicholson and Moran ( 1 986 ) found that the teachers in their 
study were more likely to select positive attributes for 
the more intelligent children. Rater fatigue may have also 
been a factor in the discrepancy between Runco ' s results 
and the results of the present study. In future study , the 
fatigue factor needs to be taken into consideration. 
conclusions 
This study has demonstrated that the teacher rating 
forms designed for this study provided assistance in 
distinguishing between creative young children and 
intelligent young children. The 1 3 selected items were 
shown to be distinct from IQ and significantly correlated 
with original scores on the MSFM. 
It has also been shown that brief descriptions of 
observable behaviors , in the cognitive , personality and 
contextual domains of the DEModel , may be more effective in 
contributing to the identification of creative potential in 
young children than either a single definition of 
creativity or a checklist of synonyms for creativity. 
Implications for Teachers 
In order to provide a classroom environment that 
encourages creativity in young children, teachers need to 
be able to identify the creative behaviors. Through the 
use of a short rating form that consists of brief 
descriptions of creative behaviors, teachers may be 
assisted in the identification of creative behaviors and 
plan curricula that facilitate creative learning. 
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By using an observational method of assessment, 
teachers may be able to see children and classrooms from a 
different perspective. The teacher who sees the 
nonconformist in his or her classroom as stubborn may 
become more patient with this behavior if it is positively 
linked to creativity. Instead of becoming irritated with 
the child who is outspoken, the teacher may see this 
behavior as a positive correlate to creativity and provide 
ways within the classroom to use this behavior to 
facilitate creative thinking. The use of an observational 
tool assists teachers in becoming more familiar with each 
student and his or her unique qualities. 
By using a more structured observational guide to 
creative potential in young children along with a formal 
measure, teachers may be able to identify target behaviors 
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and implement changes within the curriculum that encourage 
these behaviors . Critical thinking skills and creative 
problem-solving can be facilitated within the classroom 
with the help of effective identification methods. The 
thinking skills learned in the early years provide a basis 
for future learning. 
Researchers suggest that teachers take several steps 
in providing the appropriate environment for the 
development of creativity in young children. For children 
to feel secure enough to explore and create, classroom 
teachers must provide a psychologically safe environment. 
This environment encourages creative problem-solving while 
providing children with the security of limitations 
(Tegano, Sawyers, Parsons, Bennett, Bakshi & May, 1988) . 
Teachers also need to be able to identify the 
children's interests and provide activities to enhance 
these interests and increase the level of problem-solving 
skills. Children also need to be encouraged to participate 
in decision-making activities and learn to judge his or her 
ideas. By developing these critical thinking skills, 
children can begin to see the merits of their solutions to 
problems (Tegano, et al. , 1988). 
An important skill that teachers need to develop is 
that of refraining from judging children's efforts at 
creative endeavors. By suspending judgment, teachers can 
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effectively encourage the generation of ideas (Tegano, 
et al. , 1988). 
Finally, teachers need to be aware of the amount of 
time children need to develop ideas. Individual children 
solve problems at different rates and this should be 
respected by classroom teachers (Tegano, et al. , 1988). 
By using a structured observational guide, such as a 
rating form, in conjunction with a standardized measure, 
teachers may be assisted in the identification of creative 
behaviors within the classroom and become more aware of 
individual children's problem-solving skills. The rating 
form may also increase teachers' observational skills while 
focusing on the identification of creative behaviors. 
Future study 
A future study based upon the findings of this 
research is being planned. Using the 13 selected items, a 
revised rating form will be developed. Other items from 
the original 3 4  may be included if they are seen as 
theoretically sound but were not included in the 13 select 
items because of methodological weaknesses. This 
particularly applies to the items of rating form c .  
A shorter rating form will maximize conscientious 
completion of the rating form by teachers. Teachers may 
pay more attention to the content of the items and be more 
motivated to complete the forms if there are fewer items. 
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In addition to the revised rating form, the checklist 
will once again be used . In this study, however, a seven 
point Likert scale will be employed as in Runco ' s  study . 
The revised rating form will be completed by preschool 
teachers; however, in an effort to establish further inter­
item reliability, a greater number of teachers will 
complete rating forms on the same children . T-tests will 
be run to assess the differences . Also, responses will be 
examined according to teacher education levels . 
The same version of the revised rating form and 
checklist may also be administered to the parents of the 
children in the sample . In order to obtain a more complete 
profile of a creative child, it is important to include 
behaviors observed at home. 
By using a larger sample of children and teachers , and 
by including information from parents, more evidence can be 
gathered that may substantiate the findings of the present 
research concerning the distinction between creativity and 
IQ and the relationship of the domains of the DEModel to 
creative behaviors . 
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APPENDIX A 
DEVELOPMENTAL-ECOLOGICAL MODEL OF 
CREATIVE POTENTIAL IN 
YOUNG CHILDREN 
Theo r e t i c a l  �od e l  o f  Cre a t i ve Potent • a l  i n  Y o u n g  Ch i 1 d r en 
� Sawye r s , J .  K . , Mo ran , J .  D .  I I I , � T egano , D .  'w . , l 9 8 E  
CULTURAL ( 1 , 2 , 3 )  B I OLOG I CAL 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  , 
: - e x p e r i ence 
: - expectat i ons 
: - l i festy l es  
- percep t i on 
- cross-bra i n  
- r i ght/ l e ft 
hemi sphe res  ( 4 )  






: - p l ay opportun i t i e s ( 1 8 )  
: - external  constra i nts  o f  r eward 
: cho i ce ,  mater i a l s  ( 8 , 9 , 1 0 )  
: - teacher  behav i or ( 1 1 )  





( 6 ,  7 ) , 
PERSONAL ITY 
: - tempe r ament ( 14 )  
: - conformi ty 
: - r i s ktak i ng 
: - l ocus of contro l  ( 1 5 )  
: COGN IT IVE : 
1 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1 
I I 
__ : Convergent : D{'le rgent  : 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - · - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 ---------
- i nfo rmat i on ( 16 , 1 7 ) 
- attent i on ( 16 , 1 7 )  
fantasy ( 17 , 18 )  - : 
I 
I 
• - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - I 
Other 







- metaphor i c  abi l i ty ( 17 )  : 
t - b i l i ngual i sm ( 20 )  : �- - -- - - - - - - - ------- - --------------- - - - --------
: IOEAT I ONAL FLUENCY : 
I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ' 
I I 




















Examiner Report Form 
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Subject N1.111ber _______ Date s ______ Time of Day ______ _ 
Gender s Male Feaale Experimenter ________________ _ 
Race s 
The Examiner Saya s 
Today we are going to play some games . They are a new kind 
of game which you have probably not played before . We wil l  
play several different games . These are thinking and 
imagination games . You don ' t have to hurry . We can play aa  
long as you want . 
Proceed to Task 1 .  
General Comenta s 
MSFM 
Creativity Research 
Uses Task Intructions 
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"Row today we ba.e a gaae called 'What can yoa aae i t  for? ' The firat tbiag 
we ' re going to play with will be a pencil. (Experimenter hands pencil to 
chi ld ) .  I want yoa to tell - all the thing• yoa can think of that yaa can 
,!!! with a pencil,  or J!!!l: with tt, or -ke with it. What can yoa aae a 
pencil for?" . (Let child try to generate responses ) .  Then replay vith "Yea, 
that ' •  fine. Saae other thing• yoa coald aae a pencil for are a• a 
flagpole, to dig in the dirt , or yoa coald aae a pencil aa a -•t ta a t07 
boat. Probably there are a lot of other thing• too. " (The examiner should 
vary ansvers •o a• to give all  of the•e which the chi ld did not give ) .  Then 
proceed by ••ying "Yoa aee that there are all ltincla of different anavera in 
tbia g-. Do yoa bow bow to play?" If  the child doe• not underatand , 
repeat procedure from beginning. If  child s ti l l  doesn ' t  understand , 
terminate . The examiner ahould then •ay 1 "Row rea!llllber I will nw 
aoaetbing and yoa are aappoaed to tell ae aa aany uaea for it that yoa can 
think of. Taite as long as yoa want . Let ' •  try tbia one. "  (No help should 
be given to the child on teat items ) .  
1 .  What can you use  a !Q! for? 
2 .  What can you use !!!!,! for? 
Problem• may arise when chi ldren ask additional questions . For example , if  
the child asks "What aize boz?" the experimenter should reply with a very 
neutral answer such as "WbateYer size yoa think of. " All clarifications of 
the teat questions should be of non•c011111ital type . 
When the child stops responding ask "What elae can yoa think 0£1' or "I• 
there anything elae yoa can think 0£1' until  child indicates he or she has no 
more responses 
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Uses Answer Form - Box 
Subject Number ______ _ 
What can you use a BOX for? 
Chi ld ' •  Re nae 
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Uses Answer Form - Paper 
Sub ject Number _______ _ 
What can you use PAPER for? 
Child ' s Rea onse 
Patterns Task Instructions 
This task deals wi th the three dimens iona l designs . The 
administration of  the test should go as follows z 
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"In this gaae I '• going to ahow you a oae  blocks . After looking a t  each one 
I want you to tel l  ae all of the things you think each block could be. 
Here i• an ezaaple--yoa can tarn it any way you'd like to. " (Give the 
example block to the child . ) "What could thia bet" (Let the chi ld 
respond ) .  "Ye• • those are fine. Soae other thing• I waa thinking of were 
a bridge, a bed, a building block, a chair and there are probably a lot of 
other thing• too. " (The experimenter should vary answers so as to give 
different one• than the chi ld .  If the chi ld indicate• understanding of the 
gaae , then proceed with the taaka . )  
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Pat terns Answer Form - C') 
Subject Number _______ _ 
Name all  the thing• you think this could be s 
Chi ld ' s  Res onse 
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Patterns Answer Form -
� 
Subject Number ______ _ 
Name all  the thing• you think thi1 could be s 
Child ' s  Rea onae 
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Ins tances Task Ins tructions 
"Row ve ' re going to play a gaae called 'All the thing• you can think of. ' 
I aight say 'Tell ae things that hart ' and I vould like you to tell ae aa 
aany things as you can that hart . Let ' •  try it. Please tell ae all the 
thing• yoa can think of that hurt. "  (Let the child try to generate 
responses . )  Then reply with "Ye••  that ' •  fine. Soae other kinda of thing• 
vbich hurt are falling dowa, getting alapped 9 fire, getting braiaed. a 
knife and probably there are a lot of other thing• too. " (The examiner 
should vary answers to aa to give all  of these which the chi ld d id not 
give . ) Then proceed by saying "Yoa aee that there are all kinda of 
different anawera in thia g-. Do yoa know how to play?" ( I f  the child 
indicates understanding of the game then proceed with teat items . If the 
chi ld does not understand , repeat procedure from beginning . If chi ld is 
sti l l  not understanding , terminate teat session ) . The examiner should then 
say "Row reaeaber, I viii naae aoaething and yoa are aappoaecl to nw aa 
many things "• you can. Take •• long aa you want. O�, let ' •  try another. " 
(No help should be given to the chi ld when test items are being used . ) 
1 .  Name a l l  the things you can think of that are !2.!!!!!· 
2 .  Name a l l  the things you can think o f  that are .!!!!· 
When chi ld s tops responding , ask "What else can you think of" or "I• there 
anything else you can think of" until  chi ld indicates he or she has no more 
responses . 
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Ins tances Answer Form - Round 
Subject Number ______ _ 
Name a l l  the things you can think of that are ROUND 1 
Child ' •  Rea onse 
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Instances Answer Form - Red 
Subject Number _______ _ 
Name al l  the things you can think of that are RED : 
Chi ld '  a Rea onae 
APPENDIX C 






11-IE UNIVERSIIT OF TEl\'NESSEE 
KNOXVILLE 
Apr i l  4 ,  1968 
Dear Teacher :  
I am a araduate etudent i n  Chi ld and Fami l y  Studiea at 
The Univere i t y  of Tenn••••• • Knoxvi l le .  and am etudyi na 
th• waya that chi ldren t hi nk and act i n  school . I am 
developi nc a me-ure that wi l l  aaaiet educator• i n  
iclent i,yi na  certai n coani t i ve  behavi ors i n  younc 
chi ldren and aa aaki nc ,or your aaai atanc• i n  t hi• 
de"9l op-nt . 
I have deve loped a reti na  rorm that conaiata of 
�our brie, aect iona that �ocua on var i oua areaa o� 
behavior.  Each aection ahould take about 10 or 1S  
mi nute• to  coaplete. I a• requeati na that you complete 
one checkl iat . a sect i on a day �or four daye . for four 
or five or the chi ldren i n  your claae . At the end or 
the four days , I would also l i ke to i nterview you to get 
your react i o ns and opi ni on of the process . This 
i nterview wi l l  be audi otaped wi th the tapes transc ri bed 
and then eraaed. Al l i nformat i on aathered duri na this 
proce•• wi l l  be kept at rict l y  coru'ident i al and used ror 
reaearch purpo••• onl y. No naJ11ea wi l l  b• a••oc iated 
wit h  the reaulta.  The benefi t• For part icipat i on i n  
thi• proJoct i nclude aharpeni na of obaervat i onal ski l ls 
and bei na i nvolved i n  r-arch that is deaianed to 
aaaiet other educators or youna chi ldren. No risks are 
ant ici pated with thi• proJect  and part ici pat i on is  
st rict l y  vol untary with no  penal t y  for  withdrawal . 
I f  you aaree to part icipate i n  this proJect , p l ea�e 
sian the attached form and return i t  to me at the 
address a i van. I F  you have any quest i ons ,  pleaoe feel 
free to cal l me or D r .  Debb ie Teaano at 9 74-5316 .  
In  apprec iat i on for your cooperat i on ,  my  maj or 
profesaor and I wi l l  offer to conduct an i nservice 
workshop , at your conveni ence , to  st,are the results of 
this and simi lar projects . Thank you for y�ur 
cooperat i on. 
Respect ful l y, 
Elizabeth Kay Bennett 
Oepart-nt o� Chi ld and Faai l y  Studiea 
The Univers i t y  of Tenneaaee , Knoxvi l le 
974-5316 
1 2 1 ;  We5t Cumberland Avenue, Room l l j / Knoxville, Tennessee, 3i9%-1900/(61;) 9;4.;316 
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* * *  P l ease keep this cop y ror your reco rds * • *  
I nrormed Consent 
- - I have baen i nrormed or the nature or this proj ect which i s  
to study t he var i ous cogni t i ve  behavi o rs o r  young chi l dren and 
deve l op a measure t o  ass ist educat o rs i n  ident i r yi ng these 
behavi o rs .  
- - I understand t hat I wi l l  be a i ve n  a b r ier rour-part rat i ng 
rorm t o  complete ror each or Your or  r i ve  chi l dren.  The rorms 
should t ake no l onaer than 10 mi nutes each to complete . An 
i nterview. l ast i na no l onaer t ha n  10 or 15 mi nutes . wi l l  be 
conducted upon t he comp let i on oE t he rat i na rorm. 
-- I unde rstand t hat t he i nrormat i on wi l l  be kept conP i dent i al 
and usod ror research purposes o nl y. No names wi l l  be 
assoc i ated wi th t he resul ts 0£ this proJ ect . 
-- I understand that , by part i c i pat i ng i n  t hi s  p roj ect . I wi l l  
potent i al l y  benef i t  b y  sharpeni ng my observat i o nal ski l l s and b y  
ass ist i ng i n  t he devel opme nt 0£ a userul t oo l  ror othe r  
educat ors .  I also unde rstand that t hese bener its  outwoigh t he 
potent i al risk or l ack or conr i dent i al i t y. 
- - I understand t hat part i c i pat i on i s  vol untary and t hat t he re 
i s  no pena l t y  ror choos i na not t o  part i c i pate o r - wi t hdrawi ng 
r rom t he proJ ect . I unde rstand , t o o ,  t hat I may cont act the 
pri nc i pal i nvest i gat o rs , El i zabeth Kay Be nnett and D r .  Debb i e  
Teaano , a t  9 74-631 6  wi t h  m y  q uest i o ns  concerni ng t h i s  p r oject o r  
ror rurt her i nrormat i on.  
-- I a i ve  my conse nt t o  part i c i pate in  thi s p roj ect . 
Name 
School 
S i g nature 
I am i nte rested i n  havi na the resul t s  or t hi s  and s i mi l iar 
p roj ec ts shared at a ruture i nservi ce sessi on at my ce nter .  
Yes No 
I am not i nterested i n  havi ng an i nservice workshop conducted 
but I am i nterested i n  a wr i tten summary or t he resul ts or t hi s  
study. 
Yes No 
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s s s  P l ease ret u r n  � h is cop y  t o  the p r i nc i pal  i nvest i gator s s s  
I nfo rmed Conse nt 
-- I have bee r. i nf'ormed of tha nat ure of thi s proJ ect whi ch is 
t o  stud y  t he var i ous c ogni t i ve behavi ors of  you ng c hi ldren and 
devel op a maasure t o  ass i st educat ors i n  i de nt i £ yi na these 
behavi ors .  
- - I understand tnat I wi l l  be a i ve n  a b r i er rour-part rat i ng 
rorm t o  c omp lete r o r  each or rour o r  r i ve  chi l dre n .  The ro rms 
should take no l o nae r t han 10 mi nutes eac h  t o  c omp l ete.  An 
i nterview.  l ast i na no l onaer t han 1 0  o r  1 S  mi nutes . wi l l  be 
conducted upo n  t he c omplet i on or the rat i na r orm. 
-- I unde rstand t hat the i nrormat i o n wi l l  be kept c o nf i dent i al 
and used ror research purposes onl y. No names wi l l  be 
assoc i ated wi t h  t he results or this proJ ect . 
-- I understand t hat . b y  part i c i pat i ng i n  this proJ ect . I wi l l  
potent i al l y  be nef' i t  b y  sharpeni ng my obse rvat i o nal ski l l s and b y  
ass i st i ng i n  the devel opment o f'  a useful t oo l  f o r  othe r  
educat ors .  I also  understand t hat t hese be nef i ts out we i gh the 
potent i al r i sk oF l ack or conr ident i al i t y. 
-- I unde rst and that part i c i pat i o n i s  vol unta r y  and that there 
is no penal t y  For c hoosi na not t o  part i c i pate o r  wi t hdrawi ng 
rrom the p r oJ ect . I unde rstand .  t oo .  t hat I ma y  contact the 
pri nc i pal i nvest i gat o rs . E l i zabet h Ka y  Bennett and D r .  Debbie 
Tegano . at  9 74-53 1 6  with my quest i ons concerni ns this  project or  
For  furt her i nformat i on.  




I am i nterested i n  havi na the resul ts or this and s i mi l i ar 
proj ects shared at a f ut ure i nservice sess i on at my center . 
Yes No 
I am not i nterested i n  havi na an i nservice wo rkshop conducted 
but I am i nterested i n  a wr i t ten summa r y  or t he resul ts or this 
study. 
Yes No 






TiiE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE 
KNOXVILLE 
Ap r i l  4 ,  1 988 
Oear Parente or Leaal Guardi ans : 
I am a a raduate st udent i n  Chi ld and Fami l y  Studies 
at The Uni ver•it y o� Tenn••••• • Knoxvi l l e ,  and am 
i ntare•t•d i n  t he waya t hat youna chi ldre n  t hi nk and act 
in •chool set t i naa.  Ae a part 0£ my maater ' a  t hea ia , I 
am a•••••i na t he var i ous thi nki na st yles 0£ youna 
chi ldren and devalcpi�a a measure that wi l l  ass i•t 
educator• in ide nt i f' yi na t ha ways that chi ldren t h i nk 
and act . 
I n  order t o  c o nt i nue wi t h  this p roject , I am 
request i ng permi ss i on to i ntervi ew your chi l d .  Wi t h  
your pe rmi ss i on , he o r  she wi l l  be asked t o  do a few 
act ivi t i es t hat � nvo l ve  ide nt i f yi ng shapes and g i vi n� 
uses for fami l i ar i t ems . These act ivi t i es are s i mi l ar  
t o  those al ready in  your chi l d ' s  home or . schoo l . The re 
are no riaht or wroma answers and no na._s wi l l  be used 
in report i na t he reaulta .  Those who ·have uaed t hese 
act i vi t ies wi t h  youna chi ldren have reported t hat t he 
chi ldren enj o y  playi na t heae aa-s. I n  addi t i on .  t wo 
aubtesta of' the Weechlar Preschool and P r i mary Scale of 
I ntel l iaence wi l l  be admi n l atered. The p rocess wi l l  
take no more t han 1 0  o r  1 5  mi nutes. 
Al l i nFormat i on �ert ai n i na t o  this proj ec t wi l l  be 
kept stri ct l y  conrida nt i al and used for research 
purposes onl y. No names wi l l  be assoc i ated wi t h  t he 
results  as o nl y  numbe rs wi l l  be used. I f  you wish t o  
review the resul ts of the p roj ect , t hey wi l l  b e  rnade 
avai l able upon comp l et i o n o� the p rojec t . There is no 
r i sk �nt i c i pat ed t o  your c h i ld .  Each child wi l l  be 
daked for vol u ntary pa�t ic i pat i on and may dec l i na or 
w i t hdraw f r om the p r ojec t  6t any t i me  wi t hout i ts 
af fect i nK t he i r  regul ar school part ic i pat i on .  
I f'  you a i ve  your permi ss i o n f o r  your chi l d  t o  
part ic i pate i n  this  p roj act , p l eaoe s i a n  t h� attached 
consent form and re� urn it �o your chi l d ' s  teache r .  
Thank you fo r your cooperat i o n.  
L21; West Cumberland Avenue, Roo m  H; / Knoxville. Tennessee, 3i996-1900/(61;) 9j4.;J16 
7 2  
I f  you hav. any queat i ona , please fee l f ree t o  
contact me o r  O r .  Debbie Teaano at 9 74-6316. 
Respect ful l y , 
El i zabeth Kay Bennett 
Department oE Chi ld and Fami l y  Studi es 
The Univers i t y  oE Tennessee , Knoxvi l le 
9 74-6316 
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a s s  P l ease keep t h i o  copy for  your records t s • 
I nfo rrned Conse nt, 
-- I have been i nformed of t he nat ure of this proj ect , whi ch i s  
t o  assess t he var i ous thi nki ng st yl os o f  young chi ldren arad 
deve l op a measure that wi l l  ass ist teachers i n  ident i f yi ng t he 
ways young chi l dren t hi nk. 
-- I unders tand that my chi ld wi l l  be engaged in several 
act i vl t i es t o  determi ne hi s o r  her thi nki ng st yles and a 
sho rtened versi on of ara i ntel l i aence test . 
-- I understand t hat t he i nformat i on wi l l  be kept c o nf i de nt i al 
and used �o r research purposes onl y. No names wi l l  be 
associ ated wi th �he resul t s .  
-- I unde rst and that m y  chi ld wi l l  b e  asked f o r  vo l unt a r y  
part ici pat i o n  and may choose not t o  part i c i pate o r  wi t hdraw f r om 
t he proj ect at any t i me  wi t hout pe nal t y. Addi t i onal i nformat i on 
6bout t hi s  proj ect is avai l able f rom the p r i nc i pal 
i nvest i gat o rs ,  El izabeth Kay Be nnet t or D r .  Debbi e Tegano , at 
974-63 1 6 .  
-- I underst and that m y  chi ld may p otentai l l y  benef i t  f r om t he 
one-t o-one i nteract i o ns  wi th an adul t  i n  a no nt hreateni ng , 
garne-l i ke sett i na and t hat t he re a re no fo reseeable r isks t o  my 
chi ld i n  assoc iat i on wi t h  part ici pat i on i n  t his proJ ect . 
I g i ve my consent f o r  my chi l d  t o  part i c i pate i r, this 
p r oj ec t .  
Name o f  Chi ld 
Bi rthdate of Chi ld 
Name of Chi l d ' s  School  
Name of Chi l d ' s  Teacher 
Name of Parent or Guardian 
S i a nature of Parent o r  Gua rdian 
Sex of Chi ld 
I am i nterested in a summary of t he wroup resul ts of this study. 
Home Address : ( p lease i nc l ude z i p ) 
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* * * P l ease ret urn this t o  your ch i l d ' o  teacha r * * *  
I nFormed Consent 
·- - I have bee n i nformed of t he nat ure of t hi s  p roJ ect . which i s  
to  asseas t he var i ous thi nki ng st yles o f  young chi l dren and 
deve l op a measure � hat wi l l  ass ist t&ache rs i n  i dent i f yi ng t he 
ways you na chi ldren thi nk. 
-- 1 unde rstarad t h11t my chi ld wi l l  be e naaaed i n  seve ral 
act i vit ias to determi ne his or  he r thi nki ng st yles and a 
sho rte ned versi on of an i ntel l iaence test . 
-- . I unde rstand that the i nf ormat i on wi l l  be kept c o nf i de nt i al 
and used f o r  research purposes onl y. No names wi l l  be 
assoc i ated wi th t he resul ts . 
- - I unde rstand that my chi ld wi l l  be askad for  vol untary 
part ic i pat i on and may choose not t o  part i c i pate o r  wi thdraw f rom 
t he p roJ ect at any t i me wit hout penal t y. Addi t i ona l  i nf ormat i on 
3bout thi s  proJ ect is  avai l able from t he p r i nc i pal 
i nvest i aat ors , E l i zabeth Kay Bennett o r  O r .  Debbi e  Tegano , at 
9 74 - 5316 .  
- - I unde rstand that my  chi ld may potent ai l l y benef i t  f rom the 
orae-t o-one i nte ract. i ons wi th an adu l t  i n  a nonthreateni ng ,  
aame- l i ke sett i ng and t hat t he re are no f o reseeab le r i sks t o  my 
chi ld i n  assoc i at i on wi t h  part i c i pat i on i n  this proJ ect . 
I aive my c o nsent for my chi ld t o  part i c i pate i n  thi s 
proj ect . 
Name of Chi ld 
B i rthdate of Chi ld 
Name of Chi ld ' s  School 
Name of Chi l d ' s  Teacher 
Name of Parent o r  Guardian 
S i g nat ure of Pare nt o r  Guardian 
Sex of' Chi ld 
I am i nteres�ed i n  a summary of the �roup res ul ts of thi s study. 
Home Address : ( p lease i nc l ude z i p ) 
75 
APPENDIX D 
WPPSI SCORING SHEET 
7 7  
I. INFO�ATION oi..-,._., , _....... ,.,_ • • • 
,. NOM 
Sub,j ect no. 
L urt 
Exam i ner ____ _ 




.. 6, .. 





1 1 . leH.,._.,,.a 
IL Woolfl 
4. PICTURE COMPlETION 
I J. Round (2) 
DIMNffllNt l _H ..... Sc-
, ..... .. .,. ... ....  c-1' J I er O  
1 . Comlt 
14. Weter--ooi 2. Waq°" 
3. Doi 









II. Dep--eft I I. 8rid9e 
12. Clothe.Ji,.. 
19. lfe.d 1 3. Watdt 
14. Sho" 
20. SHIOM I 5. Automobae 
16. Swinea 
21 .  Rubi" 1 7. Door 
II. HoUM 
22. Dou .. 19. Coet 
20. Carel 
2l. Sun-tet 
21.  Roode, 
22. Semon 
23. Screw 




RATING FORMS AND CHECK LIST 
TO : 
FROM : Kay Bennett 
RE : Va l i dation of rati ng sca le  
DATE : January 19 , 1988 
7 9  
The attached rati ng sca l e  and va l i dation form i s  part o f  my thesi s which 
dea l s  wi th the soci a l  va l i dation of creative potentia l  in  young chi l dren . 
As part of the research process , I am requesting your hel p i n  va l i dati ng 
thi s  rat� ng sca le .  
The teachers who wi l l  use thi s i nstrument i n  my study wi l l  be  ask to 
consider the events of a particu l ar day at school and to base thei r 
rati ng on impress ions of the chi l d  on thi s day ( a l though I acknowledge 
that i t  wi l l  be nearly imposs ib le  for any teacher to i gnore thei r prior 
knowledge of the chi l d ) . I then wi·l l ask the teachers to note an exampl e  
or  I comnent ( a  justi fi cation , perhaps ) of how they rated the chi l d .  
Thf s rating sca le  i s  des i gned for use by preschool teachers . Please keep 
thi s tn mi nd as you va l i date the sca le .  
Directions : 
Please read each i tem on thi s rating sca l e  and j udge i t  ( wi th 1 • l ow 
and 5 s high )  i n  the fol l owing categories : 
FACE VALIDITY I CLARITY - I s  the i tem clearly phased? After reading the 
item , wou ld  a teacher understand what behav ior or atti tude to l ook for? 
DISCRIMINATIVE YALIDITl - I s  the i tem l i kely to di scrimi nate between 
chi l dren or wi l l  most chi l dren be rated the same on thi s i tem? 
FREQUENCY OF BEHAVIOR - I s  thi s behavior or atti tude l i kely  to be 
mani fested by a chi l d  on any g i ven day? How l i kely t s  1 t  that the 
teacher wt l l  be able to rate thi s i tem for any gi ven day? 
80 
I tet11 I Face Val t dt ty D t sc. Val td tty Fl"lq. of Beh. 
l •not clear l •not l t ltely to dt scri•. l•not l i kely to 
S•very c lear S•very l ikely to d t scrt11. 5•wt l l  observe 
A l 2 3 4 5 2 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 2 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 3 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 4 2 3 4 s 2 3 4 s 2 3 4 s 
A 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 6 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 7 2 3 4 s 2 3 4 s 2 3 4 5 
A 8 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 9 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 10 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 1 1  2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 12 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
A 13 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
B 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
B 2 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
B 3 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
8 4 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
B 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 s 
8 6 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
B 7 2 3 4 " 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 s 
B e 2 3 4 s 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
B 9 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 � 2 3 4 5 
C 2 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
C 3 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
C 4 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
C 5 2 3 4 5 z 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
C 6 1 2 3 4 5 l 2 3 4 5 l 2 3 4 5 
C 7 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
C 8 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
C 9 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
C 10 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
C 1 1  2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
C 12 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 
latereneee tac ft.a\iy rarwe 
1a1iu Eaca a &AU.NB faca I 
"· · 1ta,erence f'locl•l l t.•• Reference f'locle l 
l 1 . a . a . r 1  PER 1 l ,  7. T COG 
2 a. T PEil 2 z . a. 7, T COG. PER 
3 a. 7. T PIil. COG 3 7. T COG • 2.6 .  7. T ,a. coo • 7. Tl  COG ,. T PSll ,. t .  T COG 
a l , T  PER e a . Tl COG 
7 T PER 7 & ,  7, T COG 
e I .  7 , T PER • 3 COG 
9 6. 7, T PER 9 7, T COG 
10 7. T PD 
l l a  T ,.. 
12 .. ,, PD 
13 3 PSR 
lal&aa Eaca ' �-. , .. 
11.•• ll9'e ... llOe l'llldel •u ti.•- 7 
1 4 CON. PER 
2 7. T COIi 
3 6. 7. T CON, PKll, COG • T CON, Nlt ' 7,Tl CON, C08 
a 5 coa 
7 t . 2  CON . PER . COG 
e 2 . 6 . Tl CON 
9• 2 . T  CON 
lO  • . T  CON, PER 
1 1 •  T CON. PER 
1 2  T CON, PER 
L.EGENU: 
sxwaai• 
• • l t.•• ha. been reworded \o creel.• en en\on)fll. 
T • aree\er I.hen 2011 o, \.eechere eur"'91'9d 1 1 et.ed \hl.• or • 
al.al.ler r-poniee. 
Tl • 1 1e\ed bi, l ••• \hen 201' o, \eechere eur"'9Y9d bUI. 
eube\en\ ie\ed bi, l 1 t.ere\ure. 
Bef•C•DG•• 
• Cat. ron, C.  E . , et. al . < 1 98 7 > . l!TJS. Cb1ld O.yelopwot. 
Labgrat.ori•• Cwccicu1ua. unpubl i•hed curricu l u• sui d• . 
z • Dowl i na ,  R. "· < 1 9 72 > . ec••sboo1 Cc•ot.iv1,t.x BoUos Seal•. 
wnpubl iehed ret. 1 na  ecele ,  Ed i nboro St.at.• Uni �re i t. y ,  
Edi nboro , PA. 
3 • FU11ue, R. W . •  ler\ach, T. W . • a Phi,a , 8. D .  ( 19 75 > .  An 
l n-.,i••& 1 on o, \ he  rel e&i onahi p bet.-n concep&uel 
t.eapo end cr .. t. 1 vl \ �  ln preechool -.. e chi ldren. Ch1JJl 
0.yel PRMD\ , !A, 779- 792. 
• • Lieber-n, J .  N .  < 1977 > .  Plaxfuloe•• · Ju nio\leoebAP \o 
lee•Aoe\lPD •Qd sc•eSslYl\x. Acedealc Pr-• a London. 
S • Moren, J. D .  I l l . , "1 1 ar-. R. fl. .  Sevi,ere, J .  It • •  a Fu, 
V. L < 1 983 ) .  Orla 1 ne1 \hi nk l na  in preechool chi ldren. 
QJlld QwyplgpMQ\ . H. 921 -92&. 
G • Renzul 1 1 .  J. S. a Her,-n, R. K. ( 1971 ) .  Seel • for rel. i nc  
behevlorel cherec�er le� ica of •UPerl or •�uden,•. 
EseeSslsne& P>li4c•o. am. 2•3-2•e. 
7 • Runco . n. A. < 190• > . Teacher• · J uda_n,a o, cree, 1 v1 , �  
e nd  eoc1a1 ve l ld•& l on o, d l versonc \hl nkl nc \eaca.  
P•cs•P\Y•l •Qd MR\PC Skill•. �. 7: 1 - 71 7. 
e • Starkwee\her, E. K.  ( 1 971 > .  Cree\ l. vl t. �  r-••rch 1 ,wt. ru-nt 
deeisnecS ror uee vit.h preechool chi ldren. The Joycnol 
Pf Cc••\lye D•boYiPC • �. 24&-2�5 . 
COG • coani t. l on ( i nc lude• tant. .. y. I Q .  curi o• i t.y.  at. t•nt. i on 
and coani t. i \119  et. yl o )  
CON • cont.oxt.uel < I nc lude• currlcul ua  e nd  pley ) 
PER • poraonel l t. Y  ( l nc l udee r i ak t.aki na ,  conforai � y. l ocua or 
cont.rol  and t.•apor.-n& ) 
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I NSTRUCT IONS : P1use read 11ch state111tnt careful ly. Watch tht cht 1d 1291. 1 .  Ch t  1 d  daydre1111s , seems to  be  t n  ( l ,  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5) keeptng the tndhtdua 1 cht 1d 111 atnd ,  check the response wht ch typ t f tes your 
t11pre11 ton of the ch t l d  �· UH the COllllltnt secttons to ghe � or 
a •or1d of hts  or her own. 
WllD1 that Justt fy your ra tngs . COMtnts 
( 1 )  Never; ( 2 )  Rarely; ( 3 )  S0111tttines ; ( 4 )  Frequently;, ( S )A1ways 
l .  Cht 1d t s  w t 1 l ing to tde rtsh , ( l ,  ( Z )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5 )  
do thtngs d i fferently, try new 
thtngs . Wt 1 1  tng to try the 8. Ch1 1d Is sens t ttve to others , ( l ,  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  (5 )  
dt ff tcu 1 t .  thoughtfu 1 .  
COlatnts COMents 
2 .  Cht 1d has 1 n  extraordinary ( l )  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5 )  ,. Cht 1d Is  a nonconfonilst ,  does ( l )  ( Z )  ( 3 ) ( 4 )  ( 5 )  
sense of hU110r, sns hUIIOr tn  thtngs h is  or  her own way. 
everyday s t tuattons . COMtnts 
COllllltn ts 
10. Chi 1d Is sel f-suffic ient , able ( l )  ( Z )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5 )  
3 . Cht 1d t s  t111gtnat tv1 .  ( l )  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5) to occupy and enterta tn  se l f ,  
Connents content to play or work a lone. � Coanents 
>'lj 
4 . Cht ld I s  quest tontng , curtous ( l )  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 ,  ( 5) 
0 
wonders ho• thtngs work. 1 1 .  Cht 1d t s  shy , needs pr011pts to ( l )  ( Z )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5 )  � 
COl'Nnts get tnvolved wtth groups and 9roup acthttt11. > 
c ... nu 
---
5 .  Chi l d  goes a long w tth the ( l )  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 ) ( 5 )  
group, t s  passtve, 1 fol lower. 
12 .  Ch1 1d t s  aware of h i s  or  her C011111tnts ( l )  ( Z )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( S )  t11puhes , able to recogntze h t s  
o r  her own tnner feel ings , not 
afratd of showtng a wtde 
vartety of ttn0ttons . 
C011111ents, 
-
6 .  Cht 1 d  t s  optnton,ted , ( l ,  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5 )  
outspoken , wt 1 1  tng to ta 1 k  
openly  and free ly. 
Connents 13.  Cht 1d I s  un inh i b i ted , hu a ( l ,  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5 )  free-whee l ing style.  
Connents 
00 
Genera 1 Co1ments : N 
INSTRUCT IONS : Please r9td HCII statelllnt car9fu1 1,. Watcll the cllt ld lUU· 
keeptng the tndhtdue l cllt ltl t• •tnd ,  cltecll tllt Nspon11 wlttcll typt f tes your 
t11pre11ton of the cllt ld Jifft· UH tt.e coaent 11cttons to ghe IAl!&1s1 or 
WJaDl that Jultt fy your ra tngs . 
( 1 )  Never. ( 2 ) Rarely. ( 3 )  Soattt .. s .  
1 .  · Cllt l d  ts  verba l ly expressive , 
e .g . , Nllll up fuMy wrds. 
Colatnts 
2 .  Cltt ld  ts  tnteresttd t• Nny 
tllt119s, 11 cwt••• 
•sttont19. 
Coat1ts 
3. Cht ld  t s  111 f-dtr9Cted, self-
aottveted. 
eo-nts 
" · Cltt ld t s  able to Nile 
acttvt ttes untquely Ith or her 
own, •persona1 t111• •lllt lie or 
she does. 
Colatnts 
s. Cht ld  t s  111t 1y diverted froa 
tasks , has • short 1ttentttN1 
span. 
( 1 )  
( l )  
( l )  
( l )  
( 1 )  
( 4 )  Frequently . (S)  A1weys 
( 2 ) 
( 2 )  
( 2 )  
( 2 )  
( 2 )  
( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( S )  
( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( S )  
( 3 )  (4) (5) 
( 3 )  ( 4 )  (S)  
( 3 )  ( 4 ) (5) 
Coaents. _______________________ _ 
6 0 Cht ld COIIIS up •1th •ny 
1ol utton1 to I prob1•. 
( l )  (2)  (3 )  ( 4 ) (S)  
Coaents. _______________________ _ 
7 .  Cllt ld ts  1Ngtnattve , enjoys ( l )  (2 ) , ... , .. ,. 
Cllatttts 
a. Cllt ltl engages t n  dll tberate , ( l )  (2)  
s,sttaattc e•plorattOft, 
develops a pl11 of actton. 
C-ntl, 
-
9 .  Cht ld t s  flextble , able to 
acc011110d1te to unexpected 
( 1 )  ( 2 )  
clllnges tn sttuattons . 
C-ts, 
-
Genera I Coanents : 
( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5) 
(3) (4) (5)  











I NSTRUCT IONS : Ple11e rtld HCII st,t ... nt c1reful ly. W1tcll the cllt ld laal· 1. Cht ld explores , expert•nts ( l ) ( l )  ( J )  ( 4 )  ( S )  
kHptn9 the tndtv tdua 1 cll t  Id 111  atlld,  check the response wlltch typtftes your wtt� ebJect,. •·t· pulls tllt1111 
t•presston of the cllt ld  �· Use the co-.nt secttoas to gtve Ul!!l.lsl. or 
apart ,-r,nef111 ,. 
WU01 thn justtfy your ra tngs. c_....t, 
( l ) fleveri ( 2 )  R1rely; ( l ) Soaet1NSi ( 4 )  fnquently ,  U )  Al•I.YS 
l .  Chi ld t s  pl 1yful . ( I )  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  (4 )  ( S )  
c.-nts •• Cllt ld tr1nsf1rs toys froa 1re1 ( 1 )  ( Z )  ( l )  ( 4 )  ( S )  
to  1re1 , re1rr1nges tlltngs , 
aoves tlltngs froa one p hce to 
1nother. 
eci-.nts 
2 .  Chi ld c1n ftnd dtverse uses for ( l )  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5 )  
ordtn1ry objects , expert111nts 
•1th ne• ••ys to use objects , 
uses objects tn w1ys for whtcll 
they were not destgntd. , . Cht ld prefers Ntert1 l s  that ( l )  ( 2 )  ( J )  ( 4 )  ( S )  Coaents 
lllve spectftc , structured uses , 
(punlH. C111dyl11H1. etc.)  
'-ants 
:id 
3 .  Cht ld  l i kes to use Ms o r  her ( l )  ( Z )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  (5) OI 
t•1tn1tt011 t• play. prefen "' .... 
preteM pley.  i:i 
Caae11ts 10. Cllt ld t s  Joyfu l , spont1neous . ( l )  ( 2 )  ( J )  ( 4 ) ( 5 )  OQ 
Collntnts I-Si 
n 
4 . Cht ld ts content to play alone. ( l )  ( Z )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( 5 )  
s0tnet11111s lost tn own world. 1 1 .  Cht ld  chooses Nny 1cttvt tt1s , ( l )  ( 2 )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( S )  
Caaentt ts 11s t ly  di verted froa one 




s .  Cht ld ts  tnnov1ttve ,  tnventtv1 , ( l )  ( Z )  ( 3 )  ( 4 )  ( S )  
resourceful .  
Caaents · 12. Cht ld t s  •••re of surroundtngs , ( I )  ( 2 )  ( J )  ( 4 ) ( S )  
ts  observant ,  l t kely to use the 
cllssro011 11nv t roninent 11 1 
source of tdeH. 
Coaents 
6. The content of the cllt ld ' s  
stortes , dr1wtngs , dr1Nttc ( 1 )  ( 2) ( 3)  ( 4 )  U) 
pl1y ts related to thtngs tn 
the envt roninent r1ther then to 
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Checklist 
Pl ease read over the f ol l owi na l i sts of adJ ect i ves .  Keepi na the 
i ndi vidua l chi ld i n  mi nd , c i rc l e  the adJ ect i ve (s ) that best 
desc r i be hi m or her .  
Se l f-di rected 
Cur i ous 
Conformi na 
Oriainal  
Art i st. le 
I nflexible 
I nte l  1 iaent 
I nterested i n  many thi nas 
ExPl orat ory 
I nsensiti ve 
Unique 
I nnovat ive 
F l exi ble 
Unoriai nal  
I mag i nat i ve  
Al wa ys quest i o n i ng 
Nonc onformi na 
Chal l e ng i ng 
Uni nhi bi ted 
I ndependent 
Se ns i t i ve  
ExPressi ve  
I nve nt ive 
Good at des i g ni ng thi ngs 
Craat i ve  
APPENDIX F 
SURVEY AND SURVEY LETTERS 
C re8t ivi t y  i n  Young Chi ldren Survey 
What grade do you teach ( i f  you teach ) ?  
When comp l et i ng t h i s  survey.  p l ease keep t he c reat i ve young 
chi  l d i n mi nd . 
8 7  
I .  PERSONALITY ( What d o  you observe about t he c reat i ve  youna 
chi ld ' s  personal i t y? . . .  ) 
I I .  COGN I T I ON ( What do you observe about t he c reat i ve young 
chi ld ' s  st yl e or l earni ng? Wa ys or p rocess i ng 
i nr o rmat i on? Att e nt i on? Language? . . .  ) 
I I I .  PLAY ( What do you observe about t he creat i ve  young chi l d ' s  
p l ay? . . .  ) 
I V. ENVI RONMENT ( What do you observe about the ways t hat t he 
c reat i ve  young chi ld  i nteracts wi t h .  uses or 
reacts t o  the e nvi ronment ? The c l ass room 
e nvi ronment ? What are t he e nvi ronmental needs 
oe the c reat i ve  chi ld? . . .  ) 
Please return t o :  Kay Bennett 
1 1 5 Jessi e  Harris  Bldg .  
Col lege o e  Human Eco l og y  
Uni vers i t y  o e  Te nnessee . Knoxvi l l e 






TiiE UNIVERSin' OF TENNESSEE 
KNOXVILLE 
Dear Fel l ow Creat ive Thi nke r ,  
September 30 , 1 98 7  
I a• a araduate atude nt i n  Chi ld and Faai l y  Studies 
and a• worki na on  ay Maat.er ' •  the•i•.  Thia au11U111t r ,  we 
•hared Dr.  Toa Tur ner ' •  courae Creat ivi t y i n  Ele .. ntary 
Educat i on.  Dr.  Turner •uaae•ted, t hat •• a -aber of 
that cour•e , you aiaht. be wi l l i na t.o share your 
e:xpert i- o n  creat ive youna chi ldren i n  helpins me t o  
de"9l op a aoc ial val idat i o n  o f  creat i vi t y. 
My Master ' s  thesi• i nvol ves the devel opment or a 
checkl ist that is t o  be admi nistered b y  teachers i n  
conJ unct i on wi th the admi nist rat i on o r  a standardized 
measurement or preschool creat i vi t y. This checkl ist 
wi l l  provide a more complete profi le or the creat i ve  
preschoo ler whi le also providi ns a means For teachers t o  
ident ify  creat ivi t y  i n  the i r  c l assrooma. I n  order t o  
develop the checkl i st , I a a  aol icit i ns your e,cpert 
opi ni ons concerni na the var i ous aspects of the c reat i ve  
preschooler.  
Enc l osed , you wi l l  � i nd a survey that asks ror your 
deac r i pt i o n  or the di fferent aspect s  or the creat i ve  
youna chi ld.  Your desc r i pt i on  may b e  i n  the form o r  
synonyms or short phrases . 
Your cooperat i on and speed i n  comp let i na this 
survey are areat l y  app rec iated .  I e  you have any 
quest i ons , p l ease reel eree to cal l me at 522- 1 74 1 , 
berore 1 1 : 00 pm. 
S i ncere l y , 
� r.;!.l�tt 
Kay Bennet t 
1215 West Cumberland Avenue, Room H; / Knoxville, Tennesstt, 3i996-1900/(615) 9i4-;Jl6 
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Oct ob�r , 1 5 ,  1987 
Dear Fel l ow Creat i ve  Thi nker ,  
How do you get people t o  answe r surveys? 
[ ]  Appeal t o  thei r senses or _ ki nship i n  the endeavor t o  
unde1·stand the creat i ve  process . 
[ ]  Send a divergent fol l ow-up letter . 
[ ]  Pri nt the let ter o n  wi ld-coi ored paper . 
[ ]  Beg and plead. 
Seri ousl y, your i nput is  highl y val ued and necessary ror my 
research. Thank you for your t i me  and assistance . 
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